



Dear Jin, 






Tlw tlnlng on tho St.-cret Service Invcntoiy of PHI mcorda is nice. Just in tine 
for Creon. So I tliijik tlioy should have tita to raspond, Qicoiine befo’a iro arc again 
before her, 

Tho x^ote raell decision is, I think, good and fair, and that tho CIA's position 
was so oxtrsDs 1 think they were Just hopln« for th kind of decision they'd Uke. 
rseardlesB of tho odss. ’ 

I’vG also read and oado a few marks on Dube's doclaratLon in Monk's case. Here, 
c^ti^^ with Paul Hoch's, ho says tliey have to clieck prior disclosures. So, at 
the lo^t t^ are aware of tho possibility if prior disclosures, Hut havlne tliat 
^wlodfie, ^be did not check and did not ever, .ven belatedly, clain to have clicked 
to lear whether there had been prior <ll;!clo 3 uio, 

^ ^ sonothinc I suspoot nay be miasinc fron his declaration and his 

dst^i^. Each record lias a unique identifier, a nunbor. Do they record, oarticulorly 
on tlieir c^puters, or in lists of any kind, tho nuabors of disclosed records? I do 
^ knw, but I do know that if I were running an intelligence agency that is one 
I w^d want to know, neaning loam rapidly, Ue has attested to tho IH> noons 
^ deteridning whether records have been dlscloeod, and that ouidit be a task, 

^ nontlon of any laeans of nnklng tho deteininn- 

tion. I thi^ to should bo asked to ollnlnate the generalities and oonclusoiy, wldch 
is what Dost of his declaration Is, 

Mark willing, his declaration requires a frontal assault, 

^ reccpd of ctonowallinij requeatsp abaent which moat of rtJiis 
would bo in th^ post. They've stone;<allod to the point where any costs by that neans 
alone ^ gr^tly nngnifled. At least sone of these records sir© relevant to roqiaests 
^ing back aliwat a decade and still not conpUod with. Indeed, had thoso roquosts 
boen o<xa^^ with, it is possible that then? wottll be much leas Intor-ost in so broad 
a ^uert. They, by their persisting stonewalling and sup’oeasion, leave little 
altoniative to inclusivn roqi»nta, 

toroovor, on the quostioji of cost, and evoiythi.'*:g any govcmt««t Oooss involves 
costs, the attorney general hinaolf has determined the JFK assassination to bo a 

major bistort^ one of dfiop and abiding intorost, and I note also ond lequiilng 

n vuc l nura posaihlo ditjclosuro# ^ ^ 

, wUot apixteoh toms POlA around. He treats it as a Tfithholling statute 

when xt is a vlAsclosin^ atntuto* 

I'n net in a position to avsiw about his estliiatca of pages, but again, the 
peopio hare a rlgSit to know, and as tho Infomatiaa oificiss of all agenoios moan 
groat costa f so do all other neans of infomiivj the |)eopl 0 * 

I would, however, dispute his time t» esttnates. I've read tliat many pages and 
pr^bly more, nado copios and filed them nyself, made notes, takon tine to mAW, 
coploa available to others, written lucmoa about them and longthy and rtonunented 
appo^, ^ it did not re<i.uirc tlie tixra to ootluitos, Abd I al^ went over son® vrith 
(xmsiderable care, taking morn than, tlx: usual ameujit of tiaa. 

, ^ of frontal assault, about which I nay have more to soy later, 

is Ms clam to "methods," I'd not argue "sources," but that^hSo^ ^ 

real qi»Bt±on of "methods," and that affidavits foi-ner Cla ijoopio so attaatin,' 

not nec»88aiy to treat reading the newspapers as an iSSb- 
ligence method requiring protection, or writing reports, rner,^ ore remarkably few 
ae^ ^th^, which do require protection, and there is not likely to be a single 

^ inquiry that is not well and thorouiMy known to ttoffiB 
a;ul m, iho only witiilioldlng under "rjcthoda" is from the American people, 

I woMd also dispute both his foreulatio:i and his ar «mmt (graf 10) where to 
a kes a choice beteoon "untrained porsonnol and unique expertise. Certainly tlioy 
tore many people who are competent to rea<l the records other than only "mechanically," 
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ty thfl^ content readily apparent to many if not moat intolllsonoe people above the 
rank of file clerk. It la not noccaaaiy to conpai« every record with what has been 
discloocd, only thooc th;it proGcsaora believe oiv^it be withheld. Yet ho actually 
attcota that all must be at thia point. th:t "the procosain/r and review can only be 
accomplinhed by ppwraona tlioroughly familiar with both the HSCA InveatlGation itaelf 
and the DO Interests at isnuo," (Ho apparently forgot about the Warren Comniasion 
discloaurea agreed to by the ClA and its own earlier dlocloaurea to requesters.) 

So he la wrong in inlstlng that only this one export can process because ho soys 
chat "Any other procedure would pose serious risks of Inconaistent withholding decisions, 
or, n»ro critically, the iondvertent release of Infomatlon still properly classi- 
fied or revealing of intelligenco sources and methods," CWy the first wart, in- 
consiotent withholding. Is true. V/hethar or not classification is proper, xbether or 
not aecrot aoureea and methods are involved, ro<iutros no subdoct-ontter oxoertiso. 

He Gpoa out of his way to avpld idontiflcatton of the export called back from 
rotireaait, referring to hia (iqbk grof 11) as "this Individual." I’d be surprised if 
thia wore not someone pubjicly known, like John Lemon ^Wt, if I recall the nano 
correctly, I'^aybc oziother , but the questlcHr is, Ivis his connection been dlscloaod, 
and if so, wly all the secrecy here? 

He hero ropoats that they cannot use anyone wlio is not both famllinr with DO 
operatLoos and KSCA, but tijat is not true until after tho records are reviewed, and 
then only those to be withheld must bo examined to determine whether tliere had been 
prlot disclosure. 

He manages also to be unnecessarUy unclear, as in graf 14, where he makes " 
what appears to bo o.uite Inple into something quite complicated:",, .time expended 
thus for in pulling docunents from a Particular bo* , identifiring then as OIA 
originated, duplicating then and attaching a worksheet. "(Bmphasia added) This Is 
all tho simplest clorlool chore, if thaj’^ are going over all the bones, front to back. 
Anybody can toko tho records from a box and return then, Iwive theua xeroxed, and 
place a woiksh iot with then. Tils is hardly the "hi^Jy complex under'-aklrr" he 
refers to in graf 11, 

Somebody is assuredly engaged in a boondogd^ or working only part-tiiae if In 
an entire month he "reviewod" only about 500 docunents, or 1200 wjgos. Or they 
have oroated a nnehine for tho moot sdnatlfic iaeffecicncy, (<rraf 14) T)w? initial 
review is Independent of any JF1C assassination knowlsdgo or expertise, 

In 15 he msnphasises the "extruordlnarlly oomplox and tlDO-ccnaumjijig" ueocess. 

The only apparent diforenoe in this instance, from the usual processing, is*tlx» 
last step, dterralntng whet)»r there had been prior disclonure. That is tho only 
point at which special expertise is necessary, and that presumes tte absence or’ 
records of prior disclosure, which believe pught exist. Here he rollers to both 
HSCA and WC, but In building up Ms exaggeration he falls to mention that both 
are indexed. He sa:^ instead that tho expert "must nooeasarlly consult tho voluniuMja 
reports" of both, as well as dlsclased documents In otl«r requests, 

I do this in haste boforo bedtime borausc X want to it in thn nail ;uul because 
a cousin I've not seen in years is coning tomorrow. 

I think this affidavit n a ils him In Paul's case, where ho swore to tlio need to 
withhold what had been fliaclosed althou^ he knew the normal procedure wssa to check 
to deteicino whether there had been prior disclosure. And krowlng this pa'cpcrsd Jind 
filed his explanation, which makes no m .ntlon of this and is further de^ptive, 

Dost, 

As I told you when wo spoke, I tlilnk you shoidd 
loam iicrw long xeroxing takes and whatuth*> 
b^c cost is on Jlgh-volurae machlhes. His 
i’i^sUTBa are dubloua* 



